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REMARKS 

Applicants respectfully request reconsideration of the present application in view of the 
foregoing amendments and in view of the reasons that follow. 

Claims 8-9 and 12 are currently being amended. No new subject matter is being added. 
A detailed listing of all claims that are, or were, in the application, irrespective of whether the 
claim(s) remain under examination in the application, is presented, with an appropriate defined 
status identifier. 

After amending the claims as set forth above. Claims 1,4-17 and 23-31 are now pending 
in this application. 

Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. 112 

On page 2 of the Office Action dated March 17, 2008, Claim 9 was rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite. In particular, the Examiner stated that there is 
insufficient antecedent basis for the limitation "the request to begin training" in line 1 of Claim 9. 

Applicants respectfiiUy submit that Claim 9, as amended, provides proper antecedent 
basis for this limitation. Accordingly, application request withdrawal of the rejection of Claim 9 
under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph. 

Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. 102 

On page 2 of the Office Action, Claims 8-1 1 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,271,765 (" King "). 

The Examiner stated that King discloses: 

automatically storing data associated with a signal for controlling a 
remote electronic system transmitted in proximity to the wireless 
control system (via upon activating user input device 34 and on of 
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the switches 32 A-C, the transmitter system 20 automatically stores 
data in the learning mode) 

King is directed to a "passive garage door opener" including a "sensor for determining the 
position of the vehicle relative to the receiver. When the vehicle is within a predetermined area 
near the receiver, the transmitter sends the signal to open the garage door." (see King, Abstract). 

Claim 8 (as amended) is in independent form and recites a method of training a wireless 
control system comprising, in combination with other elements, "automatically storing a signal 
from an original transmitter and data associated with the signal for controlling a remote 
electronic system transmitted in proximity to the wireless control system". Claims 9-11 depend 
from independent Claim 8. 

King does not identically disclose a method of training a wireless control system 
comprising, among other elements, "automatically storing a signal from an original 
transmitter and data associated with the signal for controlling a remote electronic system 
transmitted in proximity to the wireless control system" as recited in independent Claim 8, as 
amended. The rejection of Claim 8 over King is improper. Claim 8 is patentable over King . 

Dependent Claims 9-11, which depend from independent Claim 8, are also patentable for 
at least the same reasons as Claim 8. See 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, T| 4. 

The Applicants respectfully request withdrawal of the rejection of Claims 8-1 1 under 
35 U.S.C. § 102(b). 

Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. 103 

On page 5 of the Office Action, Claims 1, 4-7, 12-17, 23 and 25-26 were rejected under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over King, and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 
6,563,430 ("Kemink"). 
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With respect to Claim 1, the Examiner stated that: 

a control circuit (Processor 26) coupled to the transmitter circuit 
and the interface circuit configured to receive a transmit command 
(fi-om processor 26 based on location), to receive navigation data, 
to determine a current location based on the navigation data (via 
sensor 30 determines the position of the transmitter system 20 
relative to earth), and to command the transmitter circuit to 
transmit a wireless control signal associated with the current 
location (via transmitter 22 on transmitter system 20 transmits a 
signal associated with receiver 42A based upon position). (See 
Col. 1 line 50 to Col. 2, line 61 and the Abstract) 

However, the Examiner acknowledged that King does not disclose: 

at least one of the user actuatable input devices are configured with 
the control circuit to provide the wireless control signal based on 
the current location when the at least one of the user actuatable 
input device is actuated 

The Examiner stated that Kemink discloses: 

a remote control device with location dependent interface. 

Depending on the location of the remote control, the user interface 
on the remote control changes functionality to control devices that 
are appropriate for a particular location. (See the Abstract; Col. 2, 
line 55 to Col. 3, line 60) 

The Examiner concluded that 

it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify the wireless control system 
of King to include at least one of the user actuatable input devices 
are configured with the control circuit to provide wireless control 
signal based on the current location when at least one of the user 
actuatable input device is actuated as taught by Kemink to provide 
location based fimctionality on the plurality of user actuatable input 
devices, thereby increasing the number of fimctions available to the 
user actuatable input devices. 
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With respect to Claim 12, the Examiner stated that: 

Receiving an input from an input device indicative of a request to 
fransmit a wireless control signal (See Col. 3, lines 41-43). 

However, the Examiner acknowledged that King does not disclose: 

the wireless control signal transmitted by receiving an input from 
an input device indicative of the request to transmit is location 

dependent 

The Examiner stated that Kemink discloses 

a remote control device with location dependent interface. 
Depending on the location of the remote control, the user interface 
on the remote control changes functionality to control devices that 
are appropriate for a particular location. (See the Absfract; Col. 2, 
line 55 to Col. 3, line 60) 

The Examiner concluded that 

it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify method disclosed by King 
et al. to include the wireless control signal transmitted by receiving 
an input from an input device indicative of the request to fransmit 
is location dependent as taught by Kemink to provide location 
based fimctionality on the input device, thereby making the input 
device multi-functional. 

With respect to Claim 17, the Examiner stated that: 

a control circuit (via processor 26) configured to command the 
transmitter circuit to transmit wireless control signals in response 
to an actuation of user-actuatable input devices, each wireless 
confrol signal containing a different confrol data message (via user- 
input devices 32 could also be activated manually to open and 
close the gates 44A-C). (See Col. 1, line 50-Col. 2, line 61; and 
Col. 3, lines 5-14 and lines 41-43; and the Absfract). 
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However, the Examiner acknowledged that King does not disclose: 

the plurality of wireless control signals transmitted is in response to 
an actuation of a user-actuatable input device, and are based on a 
location of the transmitter 

The Examiner stated that Kemink discloses 

a remote control device with location dependent interface. 
Depending on the location of the remote control, the user interface 
on the remote control changes functionality to control devices that 
are appropriate for a particular location. (See the Abstract; Col. 2, 
line 55 to Col. 3, line 60) 

The Examiner concluded that 

it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify the transmitter of King et 
al. to include the wireless control signals transmitted is in response 
to an actuation of a user actuatable, and are based on a location of 
the transmitter as taught by Kemink to provide location based 
functionality on the input device, thereby making a single input 
device multi-fimctional. 

King is directed to a passive garage door opener (Abstract). 

Kemink is directed to portable device carried by a user in the user's house and provides 
the user with control information based on the user's location in the house. Kemink also 
describes a portable device that can be used in a vehicle to receive location information based on 
the location of the device (e.g., restaurant location and contact information), (col. 3, lines 19-60 
and col. 10 lines 5-12 and 36-40). 

Claim 1 is in independent form and recites a wireless control system comprising, in 
combination with other elements, "a control circuit . . . configured ... to command the transmitter 
circuit to transmit a wireless control signal associated with at least one of the user actuatable 
input devices when the at least one user actuatable input device is actuated, the control circuit 
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being configured to provide the wireless control signal based on the current location". Claims 4- 
7 and 25-26 depend from independent Claim 1. 

Claim 12 is in independent form and recites a method of transmitting a wireless control 
signal comprising, in combination with other elements, "in response to receiving the input from 
the user input device, performing the steps comprising: receiving a current location for the 
vehicle; comparing the current location of the vehicle with a plurality of stored locations 
associated with the user input device, each location associated with a wireless confrol signal". 
Claims 13-16 depend from independent Claim 12. 

Claim 17 is in independent form and recites a fransmitter for confroUing a plurality of 
remote electronic systems comprising, in combination with other elements, "a control circuit 
configured to command the transmitter circuit to transmit a plurality of wireless control signals in 
response to an actuation of a user-actuatable input device, each wireless control signal containing 
a different confrol data message, the plurality of wireless confrol signals sent in response to the 
actuation of the input device being based on a location of the fransmitter". Claim 23 depends 
from independent Claim 17. 

Independent Claim 1 

Claim 1, as amended would not have been obvious in view of King, alone or in any 
proper combination with Kemink under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). King alone or in any proper 
combination with Kemink does not disclose, teach or suggest a wireless confrol system 
comprising, in combination with other elements, "a control circuit . . . configured ... to command 
the transmitter circuit to transmit a wireless control signal associated with at least one of the user 
actuatable input devices when the at least one user actuatable input device is actuated, the confrol 
circuit being configured to provide the wireless control signal based on the current location". 

The manual actuation in King is not based on location, rather it is based on the button 
actuated. (See King, col. 2, 5-13 and 41-43). Furthermore, Kemink describes a portable device 
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whose interface menu changes as the user moves from room to room in a house. (See Kemink , 
col. 3 lines 20-60). The portion of Kemink that discusses the portable device's use based on the 
location of the vehicle describes receiving location dependent information at the control device. 
(See Kemink . col. 10 lines 5-12). This location dependent information may include a list of 
restaurants in the vicinity and allow the user to contact the restaurant to make or confirm 
reservations. (See Kemink . col. 10 lines 36-40). This is not the same as the above limitation 
recited in Claim 1 . Kemink merely describes changing an interface menu of options provided to 
a user. Kemink does not disclose, teach or suggest a "control circuit being configured to provide 
a wireless control signal based on the current location." 

To transform the passive garage door opener of King and the portable remote control 
device of Kemink into the subject matter as recited in Claim 1, as amended, would require still 
further modification, and such modification is taught only by the Applicants' own disclosure. 

Thus, independent Claim 1, considered as a whole, would not have been obvious in view 
of King and/or Kemink . The rejection of Claim 1 over King in view of Kemink under 35 U.S. C. 
§ 103(a) is improper. Therefore, Claim 1 is patentable over King in view of Kemink . 

Dependent Claims 4-7 and 25-26, which depend from independent Claim 1, are also 
patentable for at least the same reasons as Claim 1. See 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, 4. 

Independent Claim 12 

Claim 12, as amended would not have been obvious in view of King, alone or in any 
proper combination with Kemink under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). King alone or in any proper 
combination with Kemink does not disclose, teach or suggest a method of transmitting a wireless 
control signal comprising, in combination with other elements, "in response to receiving the 
input from the user input device, performing the steps comprising: receiving a current location 
for the vehicle; comparing the current location of the vehicle with a plurality of stored locations 
associated with the user input device, each location associated with a wireless confrol signal". 
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The manual actuation in King is not based on location, rather it is based on the button 
actuated. (See King, col. 2, 5-13 and 41-43). Furthermore, Kemink describes a portable device 
whose interface menu changes as the user moves from room to room in a house. (See Kemink , 
col. 3 lines 20-60). The portion of Kemink that discusses the portable device's use based on the 
location of the vehicle describes receiving location dependent information at the control device. 
(See Kemink , col. 10 lines 5-12). This location dependent information may include a list of 
restaurants in the vicinity and allow the user to contact the restaurant to make or confirm 
reservations. (See Kemink , col. 10 lines 36-40). This is not the same as the above limitation 
recited in Claim 12. Kemink merely describes changing an interface menu of options provided to 
a user. Kemink does not disclose, teach or suggest "in response to receiving the input from the 
user input device . . . determining the wireless control signal associated with the stored location 
closest to the current location". 

To transform the passive garage door opener of King and the portable remote control 
device of Kemink into the subject matter as recited in Claim 12, as amended, would require still 
further modification, and such modification is taught only by the Applicants' own disclosure. 

Thus, independent Claim 12, considered as a whole, would not have been obvious in 
view of King and/or Kemink . The rejection of Claim 12 over King in view of Kemink under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) is improper. Therefore, Claim 12 is patentable over King in view of Kemink . 

Dependent Claims 13-16, which depend from independent Claim 12, are also patentable 
for at least the same reasons as Claim 12. See 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, T[ 4. 

Independent Claim 1 7 

Claim 17, as amended would not have been obvious in view of King, alone or in any 
proper combination with Kemink under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). King alone or in any proper 
combination with Kemink does not disclose, teach or suggest a fransmitter for controlling a 
plurality of remote elecfronic systems comprising, in combination with other elements, "a confrol 
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circuit configured to command the transmitter circuit to transmit a plurality of wireless control 
signals in response to an actuation of a user-actuatabie input device, each wireless control signal 
containing a different control data message, the plurality of wireless control signals sent in 
response to the actuation of the input device being based on a location of the transmitter". 

The manual actuation in King is not based on location, rather it is based on the button 
actuated. (See King , col. 2, 5-13 and 41-43). Furthermore, Kemink describes a portable device 
whose interface menu changes as the user moves from room to room in a house. (See Kemink . 
col. 3 lines 20-60). The portion of Kemink that discusses the portable device's use based on the 
location of the vehicle describes receiving location dependent information at the control device. 
(See Kemink . col. 10 lines 5-12). This location dependent information may include a list of 
restaurants in the vicinity and allow the user to contact the restaurant to make or confirm 
reservations. (See Kemink . col. 10 lines 36-40). This is not the same as the above limitation 
recited in Claim 17. Kemink merely describes changing an interface menu of options provided to 
a user. Kemink does not disclose, teach or suggest "the plurality of wireless confrol signals sent 
in response to the actuation of the input device being based on a location of the fransmitter." 

To transform the passive garage door opener of King and the portable remote control 
device of Kemink into the subject matter as recited in Claim 17, as amended, would require still 
further modification, and such modification is taught only by the Applicants' own disclosure. 

Thus, independent Claim 17, considered as a whole, would not have been obvious in 
view of King and/or Kemink . The rejection of Claim 17 over King in view of Kemink under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) is improper. Therefore, Claim 17 is patentable over King in view of Kemink . 

Dependent Claim 23, which depends from independent Claim 17, is also patentable for at 
least the same reasons as Claim 17. See 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, H 4. 
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Dependent Claims 24 and 27-31 

On page 1 1 of the Office Action, Claim 24 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over King in view of Kemink as applied to Claim 17 above, and further in view of 
U.S. Patent No. 5,414,426 (" O'Donnell "). 

Claim 24 depends from independent Claim 17 and is allowable over King and/or Kemink 
for at least the same reasons provided above with respect to Claim 17. O'Donnell does not cure 
the deficiencies of King and Kemink . 

On page 12 of the Office Action, Claim 27 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over King in view of Kemink as applied to Claim 26 above, and fiirther in view of 
U.S. Patent No. 6,326,889 (" Van Hom "y 

Claim 27 depends from independent Claim 1 and is allowable over King and/or Kemink 
for at least the same reasons provided above with respect to Claim 1 . Van Horn does not cure the 
deficiencies of King and Kemink . 

On page 13 of the Office Action, Claims 28 and 31 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over King in view of Kemink as applied to Claim 26 above, and further in 
view of U.S. Patent No. 6,091,343 (" Dvkema "! 

Claim 28 depends from independent Claim 1 and is allowable over King and/or Kemink 
for at least the same reasons provided above with respect to Claim 1 . Claim 3 1 depends from 
independent Claim 17 and is allowable over King and/or Kemink for at least the same reasons 
provided above with respect to Claim 17. Dykema does not cure the deficiencies of King and 
Kemink . 

On page 13 of the Office Action, Claims 29-30 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over King . 
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Claims 29-30 depend from independent Claim 8, as amended, and are allowable over 
King for at least the same reasons provided above with respect to Claim 8, as amended. 



The Applicants respectfully request withdrawal of the rejection of Claims 1, 4-7, 12-17, 
23-31 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 



Applicants believe that the present application is now in condition for allowance. 
Favorable reconsideration of the application as amended is respectfiiUy requested. 

The Examiner is invited to contact the undersigned by telephone if it is felt that a 
telephone interview would advance the prosecution of the present application. 

The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any additional fees which may be 
required regarding this application under 37 C.F.R. §§ 1.16-1.17, or credit any overpayment, to 
Deposit Account No. 19-0741 . Should no proper payment be enclosed herewith, as by a check 
being in the wrong amount, unsigned, post-dated, otherwise improper or informal or even 
entirely missing or a credit card payment form being unsigned, providing incorrect information 
resulting in a rejected credit card transaction, or even entirely missing, the Commissioner is 
authorized to charge the unpaid amount to Deposit Account No. 1 9-0741 . If any extensions of 
time are needed for timely acceptance of papers submitted herewith, Applicants hereby petition 
for such extension under 37 C.F.R. §1.136 and authorizes payment of any such extensions fees to 
Deposit Account No. 19-0741. 



* 



* 



* 
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Please direct all correspondence to the undersigned attorney or agent at the address 
indicated below. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Date June 17. 2008 



FOLEY & LARDNER LLP 
Customer Number: 26371 
Telephone: (414)319-7347 
Facsimile: (414) 297-4900 



By / Karl F. Reichenberger / 



Karl F. Reichenberger 
Attorney for Applicant 
Registration No. 60,726 
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